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REMARKS 



Applicant has carefully studied the Office Action of March 26, 2004 and offers the 

II [•'• 

following remarks to accompany the above amendments. 

Before addressing the amendments and rejections, Applicant provides a brief summary of 
the present invention so that the remarks are; coJLideij&i in the proper context. The present 
invention is designed to facilitate communications liriks being initiated through events or 
interactions in a virtual reality environment. 1 The exajkt type of communications link that is 

I ii'* 

established is dependent on one of a number of factors' One factor is the virtual entity with 

:■ 1 

which the interaction occurs. That is, for example, ifja virtual file folder is touched, a file 
transfer may occur. Likewise, as an additional example, if a virtual phone is touched, a 
telephone call may be placed. A second factor ils the jconditions under which the interaction 
occurs. Conditions include time of day, date, rial world location of real world entities, and the 
.like. For example, if the interaction occurs afte • normal business hours, an email connection 
may be created rather than a telephone connection. Filirther, the present invention allows 
communication across a number of difFerent; : commujucation links, including chat, telephone, 

email, calendar functions, file transfer, and the like, y 

■"■ II 

Applicant herein amends claims 1,16, and 47j[to recite selecting a communications 

' ■ II i!? 

function based on conditional data. Claims 24, 26, 31; and 35 are amended to recite monitoring 
conditions to determine the conditional data.;. Claim 4ji2 is amended to recite that the event 
notification is related to the conditional datajj The amendment to include the conditional data is 
supported in the specification page 14, lines fc-lL Nc* hew matter is added. New claim 49 is 
added, which further defines the nature of thte virtual entity to be a virtual object or a virtual 
location rather than an avatar. Support for ttus < an bejjfound on pages 3 and 6 of the specification 
which contrasts avatars from such virtual object s and jratual locations. New claim 50 is added, 
which further defines the type of conditional^! a whijsh may be considered in establishing a 
communications function. Support for this chn je found in the specification at page 14, lines 8- 

13. New claim 51 is added, which defines at particular sort of communications function. In all 

I 

cases, no new matter is added. New claims 52 a ad 53|;are added which relate the conditional data 

' iii) 

to the criteria of claim 10. Claims 1 1-13 arejiam 5ndedj;.to depend from 52 to expand on the 



criteria. 
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102(e) as being anticipated by Matsuda et a| 
traverses. For the Patent Office to establish 



& TERRANOVA 
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reinafftei 



Claims 1,5-8, 15-17, 24, 26, 28-30,ft35, and 3^48 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 

|er tc Matsuda"). Applicant respectfully 
, the Patent Office must show where 
each and every claim element is located in file reference. Further, the elements of the reference 



:|i(here 
anticipation, 



must be arranged as claimed, MPEP § 213 

Matsuda teaches a virtual environment for virt|iial pets that act as avatars for real world 

]!?, lines 1-|2S S when the avatars approach one another 
mjay "chat" with one another in one of two 
; i iff the shared virtual space may "hear" the 
i the private chat channel i$ 
established by clicking on the avatar of the -£al world i'individual with whom the clicker wishes to 

that, alth pugh Matsuda does not specify how voice 
chat is selected in place of the text chat win low of Fi j; 27. 



individuals. As explained at Matsuda col. : 
in a shared virtual space, the real world individuals 
fashions. The first is a public chat, wherein "all users 
conversation- The second fashion is a private chat, 



Matsuda does not teach or suggest 



Likewise, Matsuda does not teach n ibnitoring 



h 

This is district standard. 



lectinga 



communications function based on 



conditional data, wherein the communications functicjh has been associated with the virtual event 

a, the onl; ^communication function that Matsuda 
l virtual event is the chat function, and the chat 



upon occurrence of the virtual event. That 
teaches that is initiated upon the occurrenc< ,of a vii 

function is not selected based on conditions ^data as recited in the claims. As explained in the 
specification, conditional data comprises cc editions sllicb as time of day, date, and physical 
location of the real world entity. This is fu|£her clarified by claim 50. 

jest selecting a communications function based on 
conditional data, wherein the communications functicjh has been associated with the virtual event 
upon occurrence of the virtual event, Matsi&ia does not teach or suggest a claim element and 
Matsuda cannot anticipate claims 1,16 and 



anything with the conditional data and thus 



conditional data or that the communication 
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; for conditional data, Matsuda does not do 
does not i Monitor for such data. Since Matsuda does 
not show this claim element, Matsuda does riEot antid sate the claims that recite this element (24, 
26, and 35). 



Similarly, Matsuda does not teach t iat the eveiit notification is associated with the 



; junction is determined based on the conditional data. 

. i{ it* 

This is because Matsuda is not concerned ajpput the conditional data and cannot use it as part of 
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the decision calculus which selects or deteifnines a communications function based thereon. As 
such, claim 42 is not anticipated. 



Sated by J^atsuda at least for the same reasons, 
e) rejection of claims I, 5-8, 15-17, 24, 26, 28-30, 



The dependent claims are not antici 
Applicant requests withdrawal of the § 10: 
35, and 39-48 at this time. 

Several claims deserve special men 
communications function comprises initiating an emai 

an email function at col. 26, lines 45-59, th| email isjiiot initiated upon occurence of the virtual 
event as recited in the claim. Rather, the eijjjail function of Matsuda is sent to the user when the 
virtual life object reaches a new state (see Matsuda col[ 29, lines 27-41). As is readily apparent, 



ion. Claim 6 recites that initiating the 

function. While Matsuda does disclose 



the email is not generated upon occurrence 



M the virtual event. To this extent, the reference 



does not show the claim element and the cl am is independently not anticipated. Alternatively, if 
it is determined that the email of Matsuda clrresponds the claim element, then the Matsuda email 
is not arranged as claimed, and thus the ant fcipation rjej'ection still fails. 

Claim 7 recites that initiating a com aiunicatiohs function comprises initiating an 
electronic file transfer. While Matsuda doe i^clisclosejaj chat Amotion at col. 31, and an email 
function at col. 26, these are not electronic jjle transfers as that term is commonly understood. 
While the Patent Office cites col. 8, lines 41 $46 to di^c|i$s a browser VRML interaction, this too 
is not initiated upon occurrence of the virtu i^event aAd thus does not meet the recited claim 
element. To this extent, the reference does abt show the claim element, and the claim is 
independently not anticipated. 

£ the communications function. The Patent Office 



emai] and telephone entry in the communic 



Claim 15 recites in aMarkush grouj 
opines that telephony and email are shown :& ! Matsuda Figure 8. While Figure 8 does show an 



activated as a result of a virtual event Rati % the communication means are, as previously 
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3, these communication means are not 



arid entity of a change in state to the virtual pet, and 

ij the clainx. To this extent, the reference is not 
er. 



explained, mechanisms to inform the real 
not in response to a virtual event as recited 
arranged as claimed and anticipation is imp! 

Claim 29 recites, "select from a plm lHty of desired communications functions based on 
identifying the occurrence of a certain even &j As discussed above, the only communication that 
Matsuda teaches as a result of the occurrenc |[6f the virtual event is the chat function. The chat 



! I 

I ! 
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function is not the plurality of communications functions recited in the claim. While Matsuda 
does have other communications functions (such as eir ail and fax in Figure 8), these 



communication functions are not invoked as 



a result ofi an event occurrence as recited in the 



USPTO Ctrl Fax 



31017 



claim and thus cannot be used to anticipate iiie claim.! Since Matsuda's elements are not 

$ j i 

arranged as claimed, then Matsuda does notj&nticipate claim 29. 

"? ' I 

Claim 40 recites a "select one of a plurality oil communications functions as the particular 
communications function based on a configuration valine upon occurrence of the particular one 
of the event notifications." As explained abj£ ve with respect to claim 29, Matsuda does not 
contemplate multiple communication modes?! and thus! does not select one of a plurality of 
communications functions. Since Matsuda jjbes not tbach or suggest the claim element, Matsuda 
does not anticipate claim 40. 

Claims 2-4, 9-14, 18-23, 25, 27, 3l-$4, and 36-38 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103 as 

l*i ' i 

being unpatentable over Matsuda and further in view bf Swartz. Applicant respectfully 
traverses. For the Patent Office to combine references in an obviousness rejection, the Patent 

Office must do two things. First, the Patentjpffice must articulate a motivation to combine the 

r | ! 

references, and second, the Patent Office miiifet support jthis motivation with objective evidence, 

W ■ \ 

In reDembiczak, 175 F.3d 994, 999 (Fed. Or. 1999). Even if the combination is proper, the 

ft I 

combination must still show all the claim el|jneht$ to establish prima facie obviousness, MPEP 
§ 2143.03. If the Patent Office cannot establish pbvic Jsness, Applicant is entitled to a patent, 

Swartz js an IP telephony reference. | lie Pater Office at various places provides various 
rationales for combining Matsuda and Swarta. These rationales are not supported by the 
requisite actual evidence. Absent this evidence/ the combination is improper. Since the 



be) considered individually. When considered 



he claim elements and do not establish 



combination is improper, the references must- 
individually, the references admittedly do nc§ show al 
prima facie obviousness. j> j , 

Specifically, the Patent Office opmesjj'for claimfe 2 and 3) that the motivation was "to 
interact two virtual entities by placing a telejl lone call tjetween them for the purpose of 

communications between them as suggested I iy Mats Jda (Fig. 21) referenced by chat between 2 

S| i| | [ 

people." This motivation is not supported bjdthe requisite actual evidence. Furthermore if the 

!!| i ' I S 

motivation is to provide communications, Ma tsujda does such by providing the chat function. 
Therefore, the motivation does not compel til * combination. Since the motivation does not 
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? or at least two reasons, and the claims are 



compel the combination, the combination is improper ; 
allowable. 

The Patent Office does not provide any motivation for claim 4. Thus, the references are 
not properly combinable and the claim is allowable. 

The Patent Office opines for claim 9 .that the motivation was, "to initiate multiple 
communication functions for a [sic] event by incorporating a communication options menu for 
the purpose of more reliable communications." ^This motivation is not supported by the requisite 
actual evidence and the combination fails fotj this reason. Absent such evidence, there is no 
reason to suggest that multiple communications" fiinctf ins are desirable in the context of the 
Matsuda system. Furthermore, there is nothilg in thej record that a communications options 
menu establishes more reliable communications. Since the proposed combination does not 
satisfy the motivation, then the combination j s impropejr, and the claims are allowable. 

The Patent Office opines for claim id that the Motivation was, '*to use a virtual reality 
event to initiate multiple communications functions ba^ed on a criteria by incorporating a call 
forwarding communication options menu for 
communications." This motivation is not supported bjyj the requisite actual evidence and the 
combination fails for this reason. Absent such evidence, there is no reason to suggest that a call 
forwarding options menu is desirable in the Matsuda system. Furthermore, there is nothing in 
the record that a call forwarding communicationi options menu has greater success in establishing 



the purpbie of greater success in establishing 



adds signaling overhead as the first 



communications. In fact, the system of Swaxitz actual > 
communication effort must fail before the second effon is made using the "Follow Me" calling 
option. To this extent, the present invention is functionally superior to the combination proposed 
by the Patent Office. ! j 

The Patent Office does not provide aqy motivation for claims 1 1 and 12. To this extent 
the combination is improper and the rejection isfoot proLerly supported. Thus, the claims are 
allowable. 

The Patent Office opines that the motivation tc combine the references for claim 13 is "to 

initiate multiple communication functions basedjon a' catena by incorporating a call forwarding 

'-I \- 

communication based on time of day for the purpose qfj greater success in establishing 
communications." Again, this motivation is ! not^uppcr ed by the requisite actual evidence. 



17 
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not 



Absent such evidence, the combination is 
forwarding system of Swartz is less 

The Patent Office opines that the 
<c to interact two virtual entities by placing a 
purpose of communications between them." 
actual evidence. Further, the motivation 
Matsuda allows communications between 
the motivation. Since the motivation does 
improper. Since the combination is improper. 

The Patent Office opines that the 
'to interact two virtual entities by placing a 
communications between them." This moti\ 
evidence. Further, the motivation does not c 
allows communications between entities via 
motivation. Since the motivation does not 
Since the combination is improper, the claim 

The Patent Office opines that the 
20 is, <6 to use virtual reality events to connec ; 
criteria based call forwarding option between 
between them.** This motivation is not 
motivation does not compel the combination 
between entities via the chat function, and 
motivation does not compel the combination, 
combination is improper, the claims are 

The Patent Office provides no 
thus the combination is improper on this 
allowable. 

The Patent Office opines that the 
"to incorporate selection from a multitude 
communication between two parties in a 
supported by the requisite actual evidence, 



: basis, 
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lnlproper. As further explained above, the call 
efficient] than the present system, and thus not as desirable, 
motivation to combine the references for claim 14 is, 
call forwarded telephone call between them for the 
This motivation is not supported by the requisite 
. doels not compel the combination. Specifically, 
entities viajthe chat function, and thus already satisfies 
compel the combination, the combination is 
; the claim is allowable, 
motivation to combine the references for claim 1 8 is, 
telephone call between them for the purpose of 
ation is not supported by the requisite actual 
Drapel the combination. Specifically, Matsuda 

the chat function, and thus already satisfies the 

i 

compel the combination, the combination is improper, 
is allowable. 

motivation to combine the references for claims 1 9 and 
two parties by placing a telephone call using 
the parties for the purpose of communications 
supported by the requisite actual evidence. Further, the 
Specifically, Matsuda allows communications 
thjisjjalready satisfies the motivation. Since the 
tlie combination is improper. Since the 
allowable. 



motivation to combine the references for claim 21, and 
"Since jthe combination is improper, claim 21 is 



motivation to combine the references for claim 22 is, 
oflcqpamunication functions to establish 

virtual rea li*y environment" This motivation is not 

K 



Further, the motivation does not compel the 
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combination. Specifically, Matsuda allows cor^unications between entities via the chat 
function, and thus already satisfies the motivation. Since the motivation does not compel the 



combination is improper, the claim is 



combination, the combination is improper. Since the i 
allowable. ; 

The Patent Office opines that the motivation to combine the references for claim 23 is, 
<4 to incoiporate multiple avatar mappings for ttLfe u$er|for the purpose of establishing different 
communication means between two parties in a virtual reality environment." This motivation is 
not supported by the requisite actual evidence. 'Since the combination is improper, the claim is 

allowable. '! ! 

'i i 

The Patent Office opines that the motivation to combine the references for claim 25 is, 
"to incoiporate a plurality of communication fimctionL dependent on a criteria for the purpose of 
improving the rate of establishing communication bettveen two parties in a virtual reality 
environment/' This motivation is not supported by the requisite actual evidence. Further, the 
combination does not satisfy the motivation. Specifically, paging adds a separate step to the 

establishment of communication (page first, thefo the j>aged party responds). This actually slows 

"i • 

down the rate of establishing the communication, andjthus does not satisfy the motivation 
advanced by the Patent Office, Since the combination does not satisfy the motivation, the 
combination is improper. Since the combinatiqp is improper, the claim is allowable. 

The Patent Office opines that the motivation to combine the references for claim 27 is, 
"to interact two virtual entities by placing a telephone jcall between them for the purpose of 
communications between them." This motivatkm is njot supported by the requisite actual 
evidence. Further, the motivation does not compel th$ combination. Specifically, Matsuda 
allows communications between entities via the] chat function, and thus already satisfies the 
motivation. Since the motivation does not compel the 



combination, the combination is improper. 



Since the combination is improper, the claim is*allowable. 

I 

The Patent Office opines that the motivation tq combine the references for claims 32-34 
is, "to incorporate call forwarding telephonic features to handle status conditions for the purpose 
of improved rate of establishing communicarioris betvjeen multiple parties." This motivation is 
not supported by the requisite actual evidence. Further, the combination does not satisfy the 

3 1* 

motivation. Specifically, the call forwarding is invoked after a failed attempt. Adding this extra 
step actually slows the rate of establishing communicaions between parties. Further, the 



' |9 
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motivation does not compel the combination. Matsuda allows communications between entities 
via the chat function, and thus already satisfies the motivation. Since the motivation does not 
compel the combination, the combination is improper. Since the combination is improper, the 
claims are allowable. 

The Patent Office opines that the motivation to combine the references for claims 35-38 
is, "to incorporate call forwarding and call in progress telephonic features to handle status 
conditions for the purpose of improved rate of establishing communications between multiple 
parties." This motivation is not supported by the requisite actual evidence. Further, the 
motivation does not compel the combination- Specifically, Matsuda allows communications 
between entities via the chat function, and thus already satisfies the motivation. Since the 
motivation does not compel the combination, the combination is improper. Since the 
combination is improper, the claims are allowable. 

Even if the combinations are proper, the combination of references does not cure the 
underlying deficiencies of Matsuda. Specifically, nothing in Swartz teaches the selection of a 
communications function based on conditional criteria or monitoring the conditional criteria. 
Since the references individually do not teach or suggjest the claim element, the combination of 
references does not teach or suggest the claim element, and the combination does not establish 
prima facie obviousness. Since the combination doeslnot establish obviousness, Applicant is 
entitled to a patent 

Applicant requests reconsideration of the rejection in light of the amendments and 
remarks presented herein. The references of record do not account for conditional data and do 



not render the claims obvious. Applicant earnestly so 
earliest convenience. 



icits claim allowance at the Examiner's 
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